APPENDIX A: CODE SHEET FOR METHODOLOGICAL RIGOR
AND EFFECT SIZE COMPUTATION

WASHINGTON STATE PROJECT
CODE SHEET FOR METHODOLOGICAL RIGOR
AND EFFECT SIZE COMPUTATION

I. Identifying Information Coder’s Initials:
Reviewed by:

Document Reference '

Date of Publication :

Author :

Full Reference:

Type of Publication: (check one)
Book

Book Chapter
Government Report: Federal ___ State/Local ___
Peer reviewed journal

Unpublished (technical report, convention paper )

Type of Program: {Check one, if two circle the primary program area)

Substance Abuse __ Sex Offender Life Skills ____ Anger Management _____
Victim Awareness Aduit Education Correctional Work '
Vocational Training _____ Private Correctional Industries Work Ethic Camp ___
Community Employment ____ Moral Reconation Therapy __

IL. Methodological Rigor

1. Sample Size

* Sum the number of the treatment and comparison units (record range)
Individual Familics
Classrooms Schools
Communities Other collectivity (specify)

Blocks, cities, or other geographical units

2. Presence of comparison group(s)
3. Use of control variables to account for initial group difference
4. Variable measures
5. Control for effects of attrition from study
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6. Post Treatment measurement period

Length of time from end of treatment to last follow-up (in months) __
7. Use of statistically significant tests (0 or 1)
8. Overall evaluation of methodology (1-5)

Reason for Score:

II1. Identification of Outcome Measures:
Check here if no comparison is available: {end coding)

Quicome Measure of Recidivism:

* Record the recidivism outcome measure(s) below. If more than one, attach additional sheets.

* List first the number (1-4) corresponding to the method of reporting and specifically state the
nature of each outcome measure (arrest [type if available], technical supervision violation,
new crime supervision violation, technical revocation, new crime revocation, other return
to incarceration, conviction, etc.)

Number Description of Individual Recidivism Measure(s)

moows

IV. Program Effects and Effect Size Computation

* Circle the letter (outcome measure) to which the following summary applies.
Outcome Measure: A B C D E

1. Base Rate:
Pre-treatment for treatment group :
Mean Standard Deviation
Time period covered, in months (e.g. 12 months, 24 months)
Comparison group :
Mean Standard Deviation
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Time period covered, in months (e.g. 13 months, 24 months)

2. Post-treatment measurement time period (in months):

3. Mean and standard deviation or proportion (for rates) for the ocutcome measure for the
treatment and comparison groups:

Treatment group mean or proportion :
Comparison group mean or proportion :
Treatment group

standard deviation ____- -~ or variance
Comparison group

standard deviation or variance
Pooled standard deviation or variance

4. Mean and standard deviation or proportion (for rates) for the pre- and post-treatment
for the treatment group:
Post-treatment mean or proportion :
Pre-treatment mean or proportion :
Post-treatment group

standard deviation or variance
Pre-treatment group

standard deviation OF variance
Pooled standard deviation Or variance

5. Effect Size
For pre- to post-comparison for the treatment group :
For pre- to post-comparison for the comparison group :
For post-treatment comparison of treatment and comparison

groups:

6. Direction of Effect:

For treatment/comparison group design : (Check one)
Treatment group has less problem behavior at post-test than comparison
group :

Comparison group has less problem behavior at post-test than treatment
group :

For pre-post design : (Check one)

Post-level of problem behavior is lower than pre-level ;
Pre-level of problem behavior is lower than post-level :
No difference exists between pre and post-measures :

7. Pearson correlation between measure of experimental status (treatment/control) and
outcome measure:
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8. Statistical test used for assessing the probability that differénce (between treatment and
comparison groups or pre- to post) is due to chance. '

A. Chi-square statistic (with one degree of freedom, i.e. from a 2x2 table):
chi-square value:
Exact 2-tailed p-value: (if reported)
Nominal significance level (2-tailed): (circle below)
p<.05: yes no; p<.01: yes no

B. t statistic for difference between means:
t-value:
Degrees of freedom:
OR sample size for each condition:
Treatment group/post-comparison “n’":
Comparison group/pre-condition “n’":

C. Analysis of Vadance (ANOVA):

F-statistic:

degrees of freedom for the numerator:

degrees of freedom for the denominator:

eta: eta squared:

sum of squares in the numerator:

sum of squares in the denominator:

number of cases in each condition:
Treatment group/post-comparison “n’:
Comparison group/pre-condition “n”:

Exact 2-tailed p-value: (if reported)

Nominal significance level: (circle below)

p<.05: yes no; p<.0l: yes no

D. Other statistical test:
Name of test:
Exact p-level:
Nominal significance level: (circle below)
p<.05:  yes no
p<.01: yes no

9. Specifically describe the components of the program being evaluated in the study:

REPEAT SECTION III ON A SEPARATE CODING SHEET FOR EVERY
RECIDIVISM OUTCOME MEASURE LISTED.
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APPENDIX B: .

TABLES CONTAINING
EVALUATION RESEARCH STUDIES
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CHAPTER 2

ADULT BASIC EDUCATION

Studies of Adult Basic Education and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Eﬁ‘ect
Size

Evaluation §tudy
Findings .

Evaluation Study Methods Score
Review =& No. of Casgsm
Harer (1995a) 4

n=1205

W11

=07

16

-.05

ABE participants whom entered
prison with an 8th grade
education level or less had a
lower rate of rearrest or parole
revocation (46.7%) than non-
participants (52.2%) after 36
months, NT.!

ABE participants with some high
school education were rearrested
or had their parole revoked at a
higher rate (57.8%}) than non-
participants (54.5 %), NT.!

ABE participants who had
already obtained a high school
diploma prior to admission were
rearrested or had their parole
revoked at a lower rate (31.2%)
than non-participants (38.9%),
NT.!

ABE participants with some
college education at admission
were rearrested or had their
parole revoked at a higher rate
(31.6%) than non-participants
(29.3%), NT.!

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = Ei-gniﬁcant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not rcpo-;'tcd.

1 = Significance tests were completed only for any education participation and not separately

for ABE.

Page 80




Studies of Adult Basic Education and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Review
Harer (1995b)

Methods Score

& No. of Cases

4
n==619

.32

32

Evaluation Study
Findin.
nmates with an educational
level of 8th grade or lower who
participated in correctional
education programming (GED,
ABE, & ACE) had a lower rate
of reincarceration (45%) than
equivalent non-participants
(52.9%) during the 36 month
follow-up period, NT.

Inmates with some high school
education upon entry who
participated in correctional
education programs (ABE,
GED, and ACE) had a lower

rate of reincarceration (47.1%)

than equivalent non-
participants (62.7%), NT.

Inmates with a high school
diploma who participated in
academic education (ACE) had
a lower reincarceration rate
(24.5%) than equivalent non-
participants (39.2%), NT.

OChio Department of
Rehabilitation &
Corrections (1995)

n= 18,068

-.04

10

18

In a two-year follow-up, ABE
participants had a higher rate
of reincarceration (32.3%)
than non-participants (30.6%),
NT.

GED completers had a lower
reincarceration rate (27.9%)
than non-participants (32.3%),

NT,

GED participants had a lower
reincarceration rate (24.1%)
than non-participants (32.3%}),
NT

Texas Youth
Commission (1993)

n= 1,717

25

26

In a 12 month follow-up, GED
completers were rearrested at a
lower rate {(41.3%) than the
control group (53.5%), NS.

Reincarceration rates for GED
completers was lower (10.1%),
than non-completers {19.1%),

NS
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Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.

Page 82




Studies of Aduit Basic Education and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Review

Methods Score
& No. of Cases

Effect

Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

Walsh (1985)

3
n=100

.63

-25

in a 42 month follow-up,
GED completers had a
lower rearrest rate (16%)
than the comparison group
(44%), S. :

GED non-compieters had
a higher rearrest rate
(32%) than non-
participants {(44%), NS.

Siegal & Basta (1997)

n=277

23

.05

47

.00

PALS participants were
rearrested at a lower rate
(35%) than non-
participants (46%), NS.

PAJLS participants were
reconvicted at a lower rate
(20%) than non-
participants {22%), NS.

GED participants had a
lower rate of rearrest
(24%) than non-
participants (46%), S.

GED participants were not
distinguishable for nen-
participants with respect
o reconviction rates, NS.

Piehl (1995)

n= 1,473

14

Those who completed on
educational program had
fewer reincarceration
(33.5%) than those who
were eligible but did not
complete a program
(40.2%), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = 1o statistical test,
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Studies of Adult Basic Education and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Review
Adams et al. (1994)

Methods Score
& No. of Cases

01

05

-.03

07

18

Evaluation Study

Findings
After an average of 25
months, Windham
participants returned to
prison at a lower rate
{23.0%), than non-
participants (23.7%), NT.

Windham non-mandatory
participants were returned to
prison at a lower rate (22.2%)
than non-mandatory non-
participants (22.3%), NT.

Windham mandatory
participants had a lower
return rate (23.1%) than
mandatory non-participants
(25.3%), NT.

Windharmn participants who
enrolled in 100 or fewer
hours of academic training
had a higher rate of return to
prison (25%) than non-
participants (23.6%), NT.

Inmates who were schooled
for 101-200 hours had a
lower reincarceration rate
(20.7%), than non-
participants (23.6%), NT.

Academic participants who
received 201-300 hours of
class time had a lower return
rate (21.8%) than non-
participants (23.6%), NT.

Inmates who received 301+
hours of educational training
had a lower reincarceration
rate {16.6%) than non-
participants (23.6%), NT. -

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Adult Basic Education and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evalnation Study
Review
Fabelo (1992)

Methods S=core

Effect
Size

& No. of Cases

2
n =281

-.29

.60

%
Evaluation Study

Findin_g_s
Fewer GED participants and

completers were returned to
prison (0%) than controls
(9%), NT.

In an 18 month follow-up,
drop-outs were reincarcerated
at a higher rate (19%) than the
control group (9%), NT.

New York State Dept. of
Corrections (1992)

n=15,520

A1

Over a 12 - 42 month period,
inmates who satisfactorily
participated in a GED program
were returned to prison at a
lower rate (34.0%) than
unsatisfactory program
participants (39.1%}, S.

Porporino & Robinson
(1992)

n=1,736

24

12

ABE program graduates had a
lower reincarceration rate
(30.1%) than those that
withdrew from the program
(41.6%) during the 14 months
following release, S.

ABE participants had a lower
reincarceration rate (30.1%)
than non-completers (35.7%),
S.

Schumacker et al. (1990)

n =760

16

21

g4

In 12 month follow-up,
vocational participants
experienced a lower
reconviction or reincarceration
rate (21%) than the control
group (28%), NT.

Vocational/academic
participants had a lowest
reconviction or reincarceration
rate (199} when compared to
the control group (28%), NT.

Academic participanis had a
[ower
reconviction/reincarceration
rate (22%) than the

comparison group {28%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.

Page 85




Studies of Adult Basic Education and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Review

Methods Score
& No. of Cases —

Effect

Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

Ramsey (1988)

2
n=200

46

13

06

13

GED completers were
reincarcerated at a lower
rate (16%) than non-
participants (36%) during
the 5-6 year follow-up
pericd, NT.

GED completers had a
lower re-arrest rate (32%)
than the comparison group
(38%), NT.

GED participants were
reincarcerated at a lower
rate (33%) than the
comparison group (36%),
NT.

GED participants were re-
arrested at a lower rate
(32%) than non-

participants (38%), NT. “

Note: NS = nonsi;niﬁcant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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CHAPTER 3
- CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES

Studies of Correctional Industries and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Scores and Findings

. .
Evaluation Study Methods Score Effect Evaluation Study
Reviewed & No. of cases Size | Findings
Maguire et al. (1988) 4 . .11 | Industry participants have fewer
n=2896 ° : felony rearrests (29%) than
controls (349), NS.
Saylor & Gaes (1996) 3 NR After a follow-up period of from
n = 7,000+ 8 to 12 years, industry

participants have a 24%! lower
tisk of new offense
recommitment than matched
controls, S.

NR After a follow-up period of from
8 to 12 years, vocational/
training/ apprenticeship
participants have a 33%' lower
risk of new offense
recommitment than matched
controls, S.

NR After a follow-up period of from
8 to 12 years, industry/training/
apprenticeship participants have
a23%' lower risk of new offease
recommitment than matched
controls, NS.

Saylor & Gaes (1992) 3 .07 After 6 months, industry
n=4731 participants have fewer parole

revocations (4.9%) than controls
(6.6%), S.

After 12 months, industry

A3 participants have fewer parole
revocations (6.6%) than controls
(10.1%), S.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
1= Approximate numbers based on survival analysis results.
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Studies of Correctional Industries and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Scores and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

| & No. of cases

Methods Score

Effect
Size _

Evaluation Study
Findings

Anderson (1995a)

2
n = 18,068

03
06

After 2 years, correctional
industry program completers
had a lower rate of return to
prison (28.7%) than those who
participated but did not complete
(30.1%) and those who did not
participate (31.3%), NT.

Boudouris (1985)

n= 1,167

41

17

After 2 years, those with in-
prison vocational, industry or
farm work experience had fewer
returns to prison (9%)" than
those with education alone
(24%), S.

After 2 years, those with in-
prison vocational, industry or
farm work experience had fewer
rearrests and revocations (30%)'
than those with education alone
(38%), S.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.

I= Approximate numbers based on survival analysis results.
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CHAPTER 4
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Studies of Vocational Education programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

e

Methods Score
& No. of cases

Effect
Size

%

Evaluation Study

Findings _

Bloom et al. (1994)

5.
n=198

n =708

n=1,153

07 .

-.17

-07

After 36 months, male youth
JTPA completers with prior
arrests had a higher rate of
recommitment (59.2%) than
conirols with prior arrests
(55.7%), NR.

After 36 months, male youth
JTPA completers with no
prior arrests had higher arrest
rates (25.8%) than controls
with no prior arrests (18.7%),
S.

After 36 months, female youth
JTPA completers had higher
arrest rates (7%) than coatrols
(5.3%), NS.

Harer (1995a)

n=1,205

NR

19
.30

Education (including
vocational) program
participation significantly
reduced the probability of -
being arrested or having
parole revoked within 3 years
of release. One course for
each 6 months of prison term
reduced recidivism 4,2% or,
on aiveragc, 28.6% (one
course) to 32.8% (no courses), i}
S.

Any education (including
vocational) course completers
(at least half of a course per 6
months) had fewer rearrests or
parole revocations (30.1%)
than those who completed less
than half a course per 6
months (39%) and those who
completed no courses (44.5%),
S.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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| = Mean or proportions for each group not reported.
2 = Recidivism event is undefined in this evaluation.
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Studies of Vocational Education programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Methods Scofe
& No. of cases

Evaluation Study
Findings

Lattimore et al. (1990)

4
n=184

Vocational education participants
had lower new crime reconviction
rates (36%) than controls (46%),
S.

Saylor & Gaes (1996)

n = 7,000+

NR

‘NR

After a 8 10 12 year follow-up,
vecational/training/
apprenticeship participants have a
fower risk of new offense
recommitment than matched
controls, S.!

After a 8 to 12 year follow-up,
industry/training/ apprenticeship
participants had a lower risk of
new offense recomumitment than
matched coatrols, NS.!

Van Stelle et al. (19953)

n =131

- 12

14

After 6 months, STEP program
graduates had higher average
number of parole violations (M=
6) than controls (M= 1), §.

After 9 months, STEP program
graduates had more rearrests
(24%) than controls (19%}), NS.

After 9 months, STEP program
graduates had fewer
reincarcerations (22%j) than
controls (28%), NS.

Adams et al. (1994)

3
n= 14,411

10

Vocational education {(only)
participants had fewer returns to
prison (20.9%]) than controls
(25.1%;, NS.

Downes et al. (1989)

3
n=132

-.10

Vocational education participants
had more unsuccessful parole
outcomes (24%) than controls
(20%), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
I = Means or proportions for each group not reported.
2 = Recidivism event is undefined in this evaluation.
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‘Studies of Vocational Education programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

——

Evaluation Study

Reviewed
McGee (1997)

Methods Score
& No. of cases

Effect
Size

58

.60

3

Evaluation Study
Findin

After an average follow-up
period of three years, male
vocational education program
completers had fewer returns
to prison (13.4%) than
matched non-completers
(38%), NT.

After an average follow-up
peried of three years, female
vocational education program
completers had fewer returns
to prison (5%) than matched
comparison non-completers
(25%), NT.

After an average follow-up
period of three years,
vocational education program
completers who were
employed had fewer returns to
prison (8.7%) than matched
comparison non-completers
(38%), NT.

Ryan (1997)

n=642

34

After a follow-up period
ranging from 36 1o 84
months, job training program
participants had fewer “non-
positive parole outcomes”
(25%) than non participants
(41%), S.

Pichl (1995)

n= 1,473

11

Vocational and education
program completers had
lower recidivism ? (35%) than
eligible controls (40.2%}), S.

Anderson, S.V. (1995)

n= 18,068

06

Vocational education
completers (28.7%) had fewer
returns to prison than controls
(31.3%), NR.

Schumacker et al. (1990)

2
n =760

A6

Vocational education
participants had fewer parcle
violations (21%) than
controls (28%), NR.,

I;I-Ote: NS = nonsigniﬁcaﬁt, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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CHAPTER 5

OTHER WORK PROGRAMS

Studies of Other Work Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Reviewed & No. of cases __Size

%

Evaluation Study Methods Score Effect

Evaluation Study
Findings

Uggen (1997)

5, 00,
n=2,276

10

22

After 3 years, employment
program participants (43%)
had same rearrest rates as
controls (43%}), NS.

After 2 years, young ex-
offender participants had
fewer rearrests (46%) than
young ex-offender non-
participants (51%), NS.

After | vear, older ex-offender
participants had fewer
rearrests {26%) than older non
participants (36%), S.

Clark et al. (1992) 5 21

n =60

NR

NR

48

Enhanced employment search
program participants had
lower rates of misconduct
violations (56.7%}) than
matched controls (66.7%),
NS.

Enhanced employment search
program participants had
fewer average number of
misconduct violations (M =
1.03) than matched controls
(M = 1.23), NS.

Enhanced employment search
program participants had
longer average time to first
misconduct violation (M =
125.2) than matched controls
(M =81.8), S.

Enhanced employment search
program participants had
tower rates of return (o prison
(13.3%} than matched
controls (33%), S.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Other Work Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Turner & Petersilia (1996)

Methods Score
& No. of cases

4
n=218

Effect
Size

18

-37

-.06

-.87

Evaluation Study

Findings

Work release participants had
lower rearrest rates (22.3%)
than controls (30.2%), NS,

Work release participants had
lower reconviction rates
(7.1%) than controls (7.6%}),
NS.

Work release participants had
higher “return to jail” rates
(3.4%) than controls (0%), .

Work release participants had
higher rates of return to
prison for new crime (4.7%)
than controls (3.6%), NS.

Work release participants had
higher rates of return to
prison for violations (25.9%)
than controls {1.0%), S.

Menon et al. (1992)

n= 12,000

.18
33

.05
05

High risk employment
program participants had
fewer rearrests (48%) and
reconvictions (23%}) than
high risk non-participants
(57% rearrests, 38%
reconvictions), S.

Low risk participants had
fewer rearrests (16%) and
reconvictions (0.6%) than
comparisons {18% rearrests,
1% reconvictions), NT.

Latessa & Travis (1991)

n=272

03

Halfway house participants
{with more services and
employment assistance) had
fewer new crime convictions
(28.5%) than probation
comparison non-participant
subjects (30.7%), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Other Work Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Findin

e ——— : e
Evaluation Study Methods Score Effect
Reviewed & No. of cases Size
e ——
Milkman (1985) "3 NR
n=2045

NR

NR

NR

Average # Rearrests by City

Those who received program
services and were placed in jobs
had higher average number of
rearrests, (Boston, M=.0145, NS:
Chicago, M=.0133, NS) than
comparisons (Boston, M=.0125;
Chicago, M= .0125) in two sites
and had a lower average number
of rearrests (San Diego, M=.0098,
NS) than comparisons (M=.0107)
1N one site,

Those who received program
services and were placed in jobs
had higher average number of
“FBI Part I crime rearrests”
(Boston, M=.0076, NS; Chicage,
M= 0083, NS) than comparisons
(Boston, M=.0072; Chicago, M=
-.0080) in two sites and had a
lower average number of “FBI
Part I crime rearrests” (San Diego,
M=.0036, NS) than comparisons
(M=.0054) in one site.

Those who received program
services and were placed in jobs
had higher average number of
“income producing crime
rearrests” in all cities (Boston, M=
0098, NS; Chicago, M=.0090,
NS; San Diego, M=.0064, NS)
than comparisons (Boston, M=
.0083; Chicago, M=.0082; San
Diego, M=.0061).

Those who were placed in jobs
{experimental and comparison
groups) had lower average number
of rearrests in all cities (Boston,
M=.067, NS; Chicage, M=.058, S;
San Diego, M=.053, N§) than
non-placed (Boston, M=.078;
Chicago, M=.088; San Diego,
M=.064).

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Other Work Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

valuation Study
Reviewgd

_ E

Methods Score
& No. of cases

Milkman (1985) con’t.

3
n=2,045

Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

NR

NR

NR

Regression
Hours of program participation
significantly reduced rearrest
in Boston and San Diego, no
effect in Chicago, S.

Hours of program participation
significantly reduced “Income
producing crime rearrests” in
San Diego, no effect in other
cities, S.

Hours of program participation
had no significant effect on
“FBI Part 1 crime rearrests” in
any city, NS.

Washington State Work
Ethic Camp (1995)

n = {01

NR

-.02

.00

Work ethic camp (WEQ)
participants had a lower
average number of
“community custody inmate”
violations per offender (M=
2.2) than controls (M = 2.9),
NT.

WEC participants had a higher
rate of return to prison (25%)
than controls (24%), NT.

WEC participants and controls
were rearrested at the same
rate (35%), NT.

Hartmann et al. (1994)

n= 156

49

51

Halfway house employment
program compileters had lower
rearrest rates (52%) than non-
completers (75%), S.

Haifway house employment
program compileters had lower
felony rearrest rates (44%)
than non-completers (69%), S.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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CHAPTER 6
COGNITIVE BEHAVIORAL THERAPY PROGRAMS:
MORAL RECONATION THERAPY AND
REASONING AND REHABILITATION

Studies of Moral Reconation Therapy and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

“ Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Methods Score

& No. of cases

Effect Evaluation Study
Size Findinﬁ

H Little et al. (1996)

3
n= 1,381

30

NR

NR

‘than control group (M = 3.37),

MRT participants had a lower
rate of reincarceration
{41.2%:j) than the control
group (56.2%), S.

MRT participants had fewer
mean rearrests (M = 2.70)

NS.

MRT participants had fewer
mean additional days of
sentence (M =793.1)
than control group M=
990.4), NT.

Little et al. (1995a)

n=152

31

MRT participants had a lower
rate of reincarceration
(44.3%) than the control
group (59.8%), S.

Little et al. (1995b)
Study 1

Little et al. (1995b)
Study 2

n= 152

n= 180

19

A2

25

27

-.05

MRT participants had a lower i
rate of reincarceration
(48.9%) than the control
group (58.5%), 8.

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests (74.0%) than the
control group (79%), NT.

MRT participants had lower
reincarceration rate (40.0%) {#
than control group (52.3%), S.

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests for any offense
(61.0%) than control group
(73.8%), NT.

MRT participants had more
rearrests for DWI offenses
{31.3%) than control group
{29.2%), NT.
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Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Moral Reconation Therapy and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Methods Score
& No. of cases |

- Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Little et al. (1993a)

3
n= 180

Evaluation Study
Findings

MRT participants had a lower
rate of reincarceration (31.3%)
than the control group (40%),
NS. '

Little et al. (1993b)

n=152

36

.04

NR

.09

After five years, MRT
participants had a lower rate of
reincarceration (37.1%) than the
control group (54.9%), S.

MRT participants received fewer
additional days of sentence (M =
511) than control group (M =
550, NS.

After five years, MRT
participants had fewer rearrests
(M = 2.6) than control group (M
= 2.8), NS.

After five years, fewer MRT
participants had been rearrested
(73%}) than control group (77%),
NT.

Little et al. (1994)

n=],381

32

27

1.70

After five years, MRT
participants had a lower rate of
reincarceration (33.1%) than the
contrel group (48.9%), S.

After five years, fewer MRT
participants had been rearrested
(65.5%) than the control group
(77.8%), S.

After five years, MRT
participants received fewer mean
additional days of sentence (M =
737) than the control group (M =
948), NS,

Burnett (1997)

28

.64

MRT participaats had fewer
rearrests (10%) than control
group (20%), NT.

MRT participanis had a lower
rate of reincarceration (0%) than
control group {10%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Moral Reconation Therapy and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Krueger (1997)
Study 1

Study 2

Study 3

Methods Score
& No. of cases

2
n=7,128

n=184

n= 107

Effect
Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

91

45

.88

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests (11%) than control
group (51%), NT.

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests (43%) than control
group (67%), S.

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests (62%) than control
group (95%}), S.

Little et al. (1991a)

n=152

19

27

MRT participants had fewer
arrests per offender (M = 1.6)
than the control group (M =
1.8}, NT,

MRT participants had fewer
arrests for any crime (61%)
than control group (70%), NT.

MRT participants had a lower
rate of reincarceration (24.3%)
than the control group (36.6%),
NT.

Little et al. (1991b)

n=180

-.04
.01

33
33

| reasrested for DWI (16.7%),

After three years, MRT "
participants had more rearrests
for DWI (18.3%) than control
group (16.9%). Of a subset
who participated in MRT and
aftercare (n = 24), fewer were

than control group (16.9%),
NT.

After three years, MRT
participants had fewer rearrests
for any offense including
DWI/DWI (45.2%) than
control group (61.5%). Ofa
subset who participated in
MRT and aftercare (n = 24),
fewer were rearrested for any
crime (45.8%), than control
group (61.5%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Moral Reconation Therapy and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Methods Score

_& No. of cases |

Little et al. (1991b), con’t.

31
46

NR

Evaluation Study

Findings

After three years; MRT
participants had a fewer
average number of arrests (M
= 1.37) thar control group
(M = 1.42). Of a subset who
participated in MRT and
aftercare (n = 24), there was a
fewer average number of
arrests (M = 1.29), than
control group (M = 1.42), NT.

After three years, MRT
participants had a lower rate
of reincarceration (22.6%)
than control group (36.9%).
Of a subset who participated
in MRT and aftercare (n =
24), fewer were 16.7% were
reincarcerated (16.7%) than
control group (36.9%}), NT.

After three years, MRT
participants received more
additional days of sentence (M
= 62.5) than control group (M
= 54.8). Of a subset who
participated in MRT and
aftercare (n = 24), fewer
received additional days of
sentence (M = 34.6) than
control group (M = 54.8), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Moral Reconation Therapy and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t,

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Little et al, (1990)

Methods Score
& No. of cases

2
n=180

Effect
Size

A5

83

20

NR

Evaluation Study

Findings
MRT participants had fewer
DWI or DWI rearrests
(10.4%) than control group

(15.4%), NT.

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests other than DWT or
DWI (31.3%) than control
group (36.9%), NT.

MRT participants had fewer
arrests for any crime (39.1%)
than control group (78.5%),
NT.

MRT participants had a lower
rate of reincarceration
(13.9%) than control group
(21.5%), NT.

MRT participants had fewer
days of additional jail days (M
= 17.7) than the control group
(M =20.3), NT,

Little & Robinson (19892)

n=[03

.28

MRT participants had a lower
rate of reincarceration (7.8%)
than control group (17%), NT.,

Little & Robinson (1989¢)

n= 180

A8

07

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests for any crime (20%)
than control group (27.6%),
NT

MRT participants had fewer
rearrests for alcohol-related
charges (8.7%) than control

|_group (10.8%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Reasoning & Rehabilitation Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Methods Score
& No. of cases

Effect

Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

Porporino & Robinson
(1995)

4
n=757

-.03

A1,

A7

27

-19

.02

R&R participants had more
reconvictions (15%) than
control group (14%), NT.

R&R participants had fewer
readmissions (32%) than
control group (37%), S.

Among low-risk offenders,
R&R participants had fewer
reconvictions {(7%) than
control group (12%), NS,

Among low-risk offenders,
R&R participants had fewer
readmissions (21%) than
control group (33%), S.

Among high-risk offenders,
R&R participants had more
reconvictions {(21%) than
control group (14%), NT.

Among high-risk offenders,
R&R participants had fewer
readmissions (42%}) than
control group (41%), NT.

Ross et al. (1988)

n=62

.64
1.09

.68
1.16

R&R group had fewer
reconvictions (18.1%) than
either the group receiving life
skills training (47.5%) or the
control group (69.5%), NT.

R&R. group had a lower rate
of reincarcerations (0%)
than either the life skills
group (11%) or the control
group (30%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Reasoning & Rehabilitation Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

M%
Effect Evaluation Study
Size Findings
ﬁ%

Robinson (1995) -3 1 R&R completers had fewer
n=2,125 12 readmissions (44.5%) and

ot . fewer reconvictions (19.7%)
than the control group (50.1%,

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Methods Score
& No. of cases

24.8%), S.
.50 Among community-based
53 programs, R&R completers had

fewer readmissions (30.6%)
and reconvictions (6.4) than the
control group (50.1%, 24.8%),
S.

08 Among institutionally-based
-.09 programs, R&R completers had
fewer readmissions (45.9%),
but more reconvictions _
(2.8.8%}) than the control group
(50.1%, 24.8%), NT.

.26 Among violent offenders, R&R
completers had fewer
reconvictions (21.2%) than the
control group (32.8%), NT.

.34 Among sex offenders, R&R
completers had fewer
reconvictions (8.2%) than the
control group (19.6%), NT.

31 Among drug offenders, R&R
completers had fewer
reconvictions (22,8%) than the
control group (36.8%), NT.

04 Among nonviolent property
offenders, R&R completers had
fewer reconvictions (31%) than
the control group (33%}), NT.

07 Among robbery offenders, R&R
completers had fewer
recanvictions (27%) than the
control group (30%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Reasoning & Rehabilitation Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Raynor & Vanstone (1996)

e e
Methods Score
& No. of cases

3
n=271

Effect

Size

10
08

=13

Evaluation Study
Findings

After 12 months, R&R participants
had fewer reconvictions overall
(44%) and fewer reconvictions for
serious offenses (18%) than
control group (49%, 21%), NT.

After 24 months, R&R participants
had the same number of
reconvictions (65%) but more
serious offenses (27%) than
controls (65%, 25%) NT.

Upon réconviction, more R&R
participants received a prison term
(20%) than controls (15%), NT.

Johnson & Hunter (1995)

n= 134

07
34

53
1.33

Drug program participants
receiving R&R had fewer
revocations (26%) than
participants who did not have
R&R (29%) and reguiar
probationers {42%), NT.

Among high-risk offenders, R&R
drug treatment participants had
fewer revocations (14%) than drug
treatment participants with no
R&R (35%) and regular
probationers (75%), NT.

[ Knott (1995)

n =730

-.08
10

-.21
.89

33

(26%), NT.

Page 106

At a 12 month follow-up, the R &
R participants had more
reconvictions (44%j) than controls "
(40%), but compared to a
subsample R & R completers, the
reconviction rate was lower (35%)
than controls, NT.

R & R participants had a higher
reincarceration rate (37%) than
controls (27%), but compared to R
& R completers, the incarceration
rate was lower (0%) than controls,
NT.

R & R completers had fewer
violent offense reconvictions
(13%) than program dropouts




Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
Studies of Reasoning & Rehabilitation Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Knott (1995) con't.

Methods Score
& No. of cases

19

-.36

-85

-12

Evaluation Study
Findings

R&R completers had fewer
reconvictions for burglary
(13%} than program dropouts
(19%), NT.

R&R completers had fewer
reconvictions for theft (30%)
than program dropouts (39%),
NT.

R&R completers had more
reconvictions for drug offenses
(17%} than program dropouts
(6%), NT.

R&R completers had mare
reconvictions for criminal
damage (17%}) than program
dropouts (0%), NT.

R&R completers had more
reconvictions for other less
serious offenses (14%) than
program dropouts (10%), NT,

Porporino et al. (1991)

n==o63

Page {07

14

24

-.08

R&R participants had fewer
readmitted to an institution
(45%) than the control group
(52.1%), NT.

R&R participants had fewer
readmissions with new
convictions (20%) than
control group (30.4%), NT.

R&R participants had more
readmissions with no new
convictions (25.0%) than
control group (21.7%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.




Studies of Reasoning & Rehabilitation Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

——- = e —
Evaluation Study Methods Score | Effect
Reviewed & No. of cases Size
Robinson et al. (1991) 3 .24
n= 63 ‘ Fl
.53
-76

Evaluation Study
Findings

R&R participants has fewer
readmissions (20%) than
controls (30.4%), NT.

Among high-risk subjects,
R&R participants had fewer
readmissions with new
convictions (18%) than
control group (42%), NT.

Among low-risk subjects,
R&R participants had more
readmissions with new
convictions (16%) than
control | group (0%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = 51gn1ﬁcant NT = no statistlcal test, NR = not reported.
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CHAPTER 7: SEX OFFENDER TREATMENT

Studies of Prison-Based Sex Offender Treatment Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Methods Score &
No. of cases

Hanson et al. (1993)

Effect
Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

4
n= 197

.08
-23

Child molesters in the cognitive-
behavioral treatment program had
fewer reconvictions for sexual,
violent, or both crimes (44%) than
offenders who had previousiy
completed the same {reatment
program (48%), but not compared
10 offenders who were sentenced to
the same instituiion at the same
time as the treatment group but, did
not participate in treatment (33%),
NS.

Nicholaichuk et al. (1995)

n=579

45

.06

-.03

High risk sex offenders in
cognitive-behavioral treatment had
fewer sex offense reconvictions
(14.5%) than controls (33.2%), §. -

High risk sex offenders in a
cognitive-behavioral treatment
program had fewer non-sex offense
reconvictions (32.1%) than non-
participants (35.0%}), NS,

High risk sex offenders in
cognitive-behavioral treatment had
fewer sex offense reconvictions that
resulted in a return to federal prison
(6.1%) than program non-
participants (20.5%}, S.

High risk sex offenders in
cognitive-behavioral treatment had
more nen-sexual convictions that
resulted in a return to federal prison
(7.8%} than non-participants
(7.1%), NS.
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CHAPTER 7: SEX OFFENDER TREATMENT

Studies of Prison-Based Sex Offender Treatment Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study Methods Score & | Effect Evaluation Study
Reviewed No. of cases Size Findings
2 NR Participants in intensive residential

Oregon Department of

Corrections (1994) n=257 ' ' correctional treatment (6%) and

those in outpatient correctional
treatment (79%) had less
reincarceration than :
nonparticipants, (individual group
difference NR) NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Prison-Based Sex Offender Treatment Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study Methods Score &
Reviewed No. of cases
Song & Lieb (1995) 2
ff Study 1 n=278
Song & Lieb (1995) 2
Study 2 n="787

Effect
Size

0%
50

45
42

.51
.67

.03

A5

.04

Evaluation Study

Fmdings=
Sex offenders in a community-based
treatment program had fewer sexual
rearrests (11%) than offenders who
did not participate in the treatment
program but were eligible (14%),
NS and offenders who did not
participate in the treatment program
and were not eligible (31%), S.

Sex offenders in a community-based
treatment program had fewer
violent rearrests (2%) than
offenders who did not participate in
the treatment program but were
eligible (13%), NS and offenders
who did not participate in the
treatment program and were not
eligible {12%), NT.

Sex offenders in a community-based
treatment program had fewer other
felony rearrests (7%) than offenders
who did not participate in the
treatmnent program but were eligible
(25%Y), S and offenders who did not
participate in the treatment program
and were not eligible (32%), NT.

Sex offenders in prison-based
treatment had fewer sexual rearrests
(11%) than non-participants (12%),
NS,

Sex offenders in a prison-based
treatment program had fewer
violent rearrests (1%) than
offenders not participating in the
treatment program (39%), NS.

Sex offenders in a prison-based

treatment program had fewer other
. felony rearrests (5%) than offenders

not participating in the treatment

program (6%), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Prison-Based Sex Offender Treatment Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

————

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Huot (1997)

.

Methods Score &
No. of cases

Evaluation Study
Findin

2
n=251

Sex offenders who completed the

prison-based treatment program had

fewer sexual offense rearrests
(12%), person offense rearrests
(6%), and any other offense rearrest
(11%) than the offenders who never
entered treatment (17%, 15%, 17%:
respectively), S or who dropped out
of treatment (26%, 11%, 11%,
respectively), S.

Alaska Department of
Corrections (1996)

n = 685

NR

Sex offenders in correctional center
treatment had fewer rearrests (M=
4.4) than the treatment-motjvated
control group {M=4.9) NS; the un-
motivated sex offender control
group M=4.7); and the non-sex

- offender control group (M = 7.0),

NT.

Gordon & Nicholaichuk
(1996)

n=1,421

n=196

.07

19

29

19

Fewer sex offenders in a cognitive-
behavioral treatment program had
reconvictions for a sexual offense
(4.7%) than the control group
(6.2%), NS.

Fewer sex offenders in cognitive-
behavioral treatment had non-
sexual reconvictions (7.8%) than
the control group (13.6%), NS.

Of the sex offenders participating in
the cognitive-behavioral treatment
program, high-risk sex offenders
had fewer of sexual reconvictions
{6.0%) than the high-risk control
group (14.6%), S.

Of the sex offenders participating in
the cognitive-behavioral treatment
program, high-risk sex offenders
had fewer non-sexual reconvictions
(8.6%}) than the high-risk control
group (14.6%]), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Non-Prison Based Sex Offender Treatment Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Marques et al. (1994)

Methods Score
& No. of cases

14

27

Evaluation Study
Findings

Child molesters and adult rapists
in a cognitive-behavioral
treatment program had fewer
sexual rearrests (8.3%) than
offenders in the volunteer control
group (13.4%), NS and the non-
volunteer control group (12.5%),
NS.

Child molesters and adult rapists
in cognitive-behavioral treatment
had fewer other violent offenses
(8.3%) than the volunteer control
group {(17.5%}), NT and the non-
volunteer control group (9.4%),
NS.

.Marshall & Barbaree
(1988)

n= 126

Sl

Fewer child molesters in
cognitive-behavior treatment
were rearrested or self-reported
any sexual offenses (13.2%, M =
1.44), than the non-treatment
comparisons (34.5%, M = 1.6
sexual reoffenses), S.

Marshall et al. (1991)
Study 1

Study 2

36

70

Exhibitionists participating in a
treatment program intended (o
modify deviant sexual preferences
were reconvicted or charged with
a sexual offense less (39.1%) than
untreated exhibitionists (57.1%),
NS.

Exhibitionists participating in a
cognitive-behavioral sex offender
treatment program were
reconvicted or charged with a
sexual offense less (23.6%) than
the untreated exhibitionists
(57.1%), S.

Rice et al. (1991)

n=58§

-.15

Child molesters in a behavioral
treatment program had a higher
proportion of sexual convictions
(38%) than offenders not
participating in the treatrnent

program (31%), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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CHAPTER 8: COMMUNITY-BASED
PROGRAMS FOR CHEMICALLY-DEPENDENT OFF ENDERS

Studies of Programs for Chemicaily-Dependent Offenders
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

f Nemes, Wish, &
| Messina (1998)

Methods Score
& No. of cases

Effect Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

Clients who attended the standard
program (10 months inpatient, 2
months aftercare) had lower self-
reported and official arrest, S;
self-reported and official
imprisonment, and longer average
time until arrest after discharge
than clients who attended the
enhanced program, S (6 month
inpatient, 6 month aftercare),

d Latessa & Moon
(1992)

Participants in a chemical
dependency program with an
acupuncture component were
more likely to be arrested (20%)
than those in the control group
(18%), NS.

Participants in a chemnical
dependency program with an
acupuncture component were less
likely to be convicted (15%) than
those in the control group (16%),
NS.

Participants in a chemical
dependency program with an
acupuncture component wege
more likely to probation revoked
due to technical violation (70%)
than those in the control group
(61%), NS.

1 Rhodes & Gross
{ (1997)

At 3-months, substance abuse
case management clients had
more self-reported criminal
behavior in Washington DC
(19%) and Portland (31%) than
the control group (DC=15%;
Portland =29%), but less than the
referral group (DC=20%;
Portiand=33%), NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Offenders
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study Methods Score
Reviewed & No. of cases

Rhodes & Gross
(1997), con’t.

Page [15

Evaluation Study
Findings

At 6-months, substance abuse
case management clients had less
self-reported criminal behavior in
Washington, DC (10%) and
Portland (22%) than those in the
conirol group (DC=15%, S:
Portland=27%, NS.) and those in
the referral group (DC=17%, S:
Portland=26%, NS).

At 3-months, substance abuse
case management-clients were less
likely to be jailed in Washington,
DC (15%) than those in the
control (20%) and referral groups
(20%), S. Pertland clients were
more likely to be jailed (26%)
than the control group (24%), but
less likely to be jailed than the
referral group (27%), NS.

At 6-months, substance abuse
case management clients were less
likely to be jailed in Washington,
DC (18%}) and Portland (23%)
than those in the control
(DC=23%, Portland=27%) and
referral groups (DC=22%,
Portland=27%), NS.

At 3-month and 6-months,
substance abuse case management
clients were less likely to have
their parole revoked in
Washington, DC (3 month =12%,
6 month=18%) than those in the
control groups (3 month=15%, 6
month=21%) and referral groups
(3 month=17%, 6 month =27%),
NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.




Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Offenders
Showin_g Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study | Methods Score Evaluation Study

Reviewed & No. of cases : Findings

Petersilia & Turner 5 =21 Drug offenders under intensive ]
(1992) ' n = 549 .28 supervision were more likely to be
.43 arrested in Seattle (46.1%, S),
’ Atlanta (11.5%), Santa Fe
| 10 1 48.3%), Macon, GA (42.3%),
43 | and Winchester, VA (28.9%, S)
A1 than those on routine
.08 parole/probation in Seattle

(35.7%), Atlanta (4.2%), Santa Fe
(27.6%), Macon (37.5%), and
Winchester (12%) but ISP clients
are less likely to be arrested in

Des Moines (23.7%) and
Waycross, GA (12.5%) than those
on routine paroie/ probation in
Des Moines (28.7%) and
Waycross (15.4%), NS.

19 Drug offenders under intensive
-11 supervision were more likely to
-.40 technical violations in Seattle
-.24 (33.7%.8), Des Moines (39%),
.50 Atlanta (65.4%), Waycross (25%),
23 and Winchester (42.9%, S) than

10 those on routine parole/probation

in Seattle (25%), Des Moines
(33.9%) Atlanta (45.8), Waycross
(15.4%), and Winchester (20%)
but ISP clients had less technical
violations in Santa Fe (24.1%)
and Macon (57.7%) than those
on routine parole/ probation in ﬂ

Santa Fe (34.5%) and Macon
(62.5%) NS.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Qffenders
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study Methods Score
Reviewed & No. of cases

| Anglin et al. (1996) 4
n= 1,671

Evaluation Study

Clients who participated in the
TASC programs in Birmingham,
Canton, Chicago, and Portland
had higher average numbers of
incarceration days than the
control group participants but
clients participating in TASC
programs in Orlando had a lower
average number of incarceration
days than those in the control
group, NS,

Clients who participated in the
TASC programs in Birmingham,
Chicago, and Orlando had higher
average numbers of property
crimes than those in the conirol
groups but participants of TASC
programs in Canton and Portland
had lower average number of
property crimes than those in the
control group, NS.

Clients who participated in the
TASC programs in Canten,
Orlando, and Portland (S) were
more likely 1o be arrested than
those in the control groups but
participants of TASC programs in
Birmingham and Chicago were
less likely to be arrested than
those in the control groups, NS.

Clients who participated in the
TASC programs in Birmingham
(5), Orlando and Portland were
more ikely to have their parole
revoked than those in the control
groups but participants of TASC
programs in Caaton and Chicago
were less likely to have their
parole revoked than those the
control groups, NS,

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Offenders
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

e e ————— LTS
Evaluation Study | Methods Score Effect
Reviewed & No. of cases - Size

Evaluation Study
Findin
Martin et al. (1995) 3 73 Participants in prison and

n =467 cutpatient programs were less

likely to be arrested (4%) than
those in no treatment {29%), S,

Participants in prison and

50 outpatient programs were less
likely to be arrested (4%) than
those in prison only treatment
(19%), NR

45 Participants in prison and

outpatient programs were less
likely to be arrested (4%) than
those in outpatient only treatment

(17%), NR.
Prendergast et al. 3 .85 Women pa.r.ticipatin g in prison
(1996) ' n=64 and outpatient programs (31.6%)

had fewer custody returns than
nen-participants (72.8%), S.

Women participating in prison
and outpatient programs (31.6%)
had fewer custody returns than
those in prison program only

(47.8%), S.
Wexler et al. (1995) 3 .76 Participants of the in-prison and -
n =290 50 aftercare treatment had lower
35 rates of reincarceration (26.2 %)

than those who received no
treatment (63%}), dropped out of
the program (50%), and
participated in the prison
treatiment only (42.9%), S.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Offenders
Showing Scientiffic Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study Methods Score & Evaluation Study

Reviewed No. of cases i Findin,

Finigan (1996) . Treatment completers of the
0 = 500 outpatient drug and alcohol
treatment program were less likely
to be arrested (43%) than those
noacompleters (66%), S.

el | Treatment compieters of the
outpatient drug and aleohot
treatment prograrm were less likely
to be convicted (16%) than
noncompleters (29%), S,

33 Treatment completers of the
outpatient dreg and alcohol
treatment program were less likely
to be incarcerated (6%) than
noncompleters (12%), S.

NR Treatment completers of the
outpatient drug and alcohol
treatment program had lower
average incarceration days (927
days per 100 clients) than
noncompleters (2215 days per

100 clients), S.
Hiller et al. (1996) 2 .08 Completers of the prison and
n =492 outpatient components of the Step

Down program were less likely to

be arrested (5%) than those who
were did not (7%), NS.
Orcgon Department 2 NR Fewer clients who participated in
of Corrections n= 1,890 outpatient treatment were returned
(1994) to prison than eligible non-
L| Earlicigating comparisons, NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Offenders
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

H Van Stelle et al.
¥ (1994)

e ————————————

Methods Score Effect Evaluation Study

& No. of

n =259

Size

Chemical dependency program
completers had fewer rearrests
(43%) than noncornpleters (74%), §
S.

Chemical dependency program
completers had fewer
reconvictions (42%) than
noncompleters (70%), S.

On average, chemical dependency
program completers received
shorter jail sentences (M=398
days) than noncompleters (M=605
days), NS.

| Vito et al. (1993)

Those who completed program
(3.8%) had lower reincarceration
rates than those who didn’t
(19.9%), NT.

Martin et al. (1992)

2
n = 1,664
2

n=176

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical
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likely to recidivate (arrested and
reincarcerated) than those who
did not, S.
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Studies of Programs for Chemically-Dependent Offenders
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study Methods Score
Reviewed & No. of cases

Evaluation Study
Finding

e T R R B e

Graduates of the Cornerstone
program were less likely to be
arrested (63%) than those who
were in the program for less than
60 days (92%), between 2-6
motths (88%), and more than 6
months (79%), NT. ’

Those who graduated from the
Cornerstone program were less

likely to be convicted (49%) than
those who were in the program for
less than 60 days (89%), between
2-6 months {(76%), and more than
6 months (72%) NT,

Those who graduated from the
Cornerstone program were more
likely to not be incarcerated (26%)
than those who were in the
program for less than 60 days
(85%), between 2-6 months
(67%}), and more than 6 months

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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CHAPTER 9
ANGER/STRESS MANAGEMENT

Anger Management Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

Evaluation Study Methods Score | Effect

Reviewg & No. of cases Size

Evaluation Study
Findings

Faulkner et al. (1992) 2, NR . { Subjects completing treatment
Study 1 n=15 scored lower at post-treatment (M
. = 2.57) on the violent behavior
inventory direct violence scale
versus their pre-treatment scores
M= 564),8.

NR Subjects completing treatment
scored lower at post-treatment (M
= 0.64) on the Violent Behavior
Inventory severe violence scale
versus their pre-treatment scores
M=271),S.

NR Subjects’ spouses report lower -
scores for spouse at post-
treatment (M = 5.37) on the
Violent Behavior Inventory direct
violence scale versus spouses’
pre-treatment behaviors (M =
1.62), S.

NR . :
Subjects’ spouses report lower

scores for spouse at post-
treatment (M = 0.37) on the
Violent Behavior Inventory
severe violence scale versus
spouses’ pre-treatment behaviors

{M=3.12), 5.
T e e

Note: NS = nonsignjﬁgznt, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Anger Management Programs and Recidivism
-Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t.

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Faulkner at al. (1992)
Study 2

Methods Score-
& No. of cases

2
n=15

NR

NR

Evaluation Study
Findings

Subjects completing treatment
scored lower at post-treatment (M
=0.42) on the Violent Behavior
Inventory direct violence scale
versus their pre-treatment scores
M=45n,8.

Subjects completing treatment
scored lower at post-treatment (M
= 0.42) on the Violent Behavior
Inventory severe violence scale
versus their pre-treatment scores
(M =2.35), 8.

Subjects’ spouses report lower
scares for spouse at post-treatment
(M = 1.01) on the Violent
Behavior Inventory direct violence
scale versus spouses’ pre-treatment *f

behaviors (M = 4.33), 8.

Subjects’ spouses report lower
scares for spouse at post-treatment
(M = 0.13) on the Violent
Behavior Inventory severe violence
scale versus spouses’ pre-treatment
behaviors (M = 3,11}, S.

Marquis et al. (1996)
Sample 1

n=216

31

substance abuse treatment (34%)
and anger managemeunt treatment
had less recidivism than those who
did not receive any treatment

Offenders who completed
(59%), S.

Marquis et al. (1996)
Sample 2

n= 190

35

49

management treatment only (33%)
had less recidivism than those who
did not receive any treatment
(60%), S.

Offenders who received anger u

Offenders who received a
combination of substance abuse
and anger management (36%}) had
less recidivism than those who did
not receive any treatment (60%),
S.
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Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
CHAPTER 10: VICTIM AWARENESS

Studies of Victim Awareness Programs and Recidivism

Showin

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Shinar & Compton
(1995)
California Study

Methods Score
& No. of cases

3
n=2260

g Scientific Mg._zt’léods Score and Findings

=03

-.02

.04

01

-.06

=02

.02

.08

Evaluation Study
Findings

Victim impact panel (VIP)
{reatment group (13.5%) had more
reoffending for all DWI incidents
than the VIP control group
(13.4%), NS.

VIP treatment group (1.5%) had
more reckless driving or hit and run
offenses within one year than the
VIP control group (1.2%), NS.

After two years, VIP treatment
group (2.1%) had more reckless
driving or hit and run offenses than
the VIP controf group (1.8%), NS.

Offenders who completed a VIP
(5.9%) had less incidents of DWI
within one year after treatment than
the VIP control group (6.9%), NS.

Offenders who completed VIP
(11.5%) had less incidents of DWI
for two years after treatment than
the VIP control group (11.9%), NS.

The VIP weatment group (2.3%)
had more DWI or reckless crashes
than the VIP control group (1.5%),
NS.

The VIP treatment group (3.5%)
had more drinking/drug crashes
than the VIP control group (3.2%),
NS.

VIP completers had less
misdemeanor DWTs (11.3%) than
the VIP controf group {12%), NS.

Offenders who completed a VIP
{3.4%) had less incidents where
license was suspended or revoked
than the VIP conurol group {5%),
NS.
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Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.

Studies of Victim Awareness Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t

Evaluation Study
Reviewed

Stutz (1994)

e ———— e

Methods Score
& No. of cases

2
n=150 -,

Evaluation Study
Findings

Offenders who completed the

4 victim awareness education

program (9.3%) had less
reoffending than offenders who
did not complete the treatment
(37.3%), NT.

Shinar & Compton
(1995)
Oregon Study

n=3.290

10

NR

In terms of all moving violations
and crashes combined, offenders
treated in the victim impact
panel (VIP) had less recidivism
(30.1%) than the VIP control
group (35%), S.

At the one-year follow up, the It
VIP treatment group had less
DWTI violations and crashes (M
= .1267) than the VIP control
group (M = .1778), S.

At the full follow-up period (3-4
years}), the VIP treatment group
had less DWT violations and
crashes (M = .3943) than the
VIP control group (M = .4526),
NS.
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CHAPTER 11
LIFE SKILLS TRAINING

Studies of Life Skills Training Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings

B e —————

Evaluation Study Methods Score Effect Evaluation Study
Reviewed - & No. of cases Size Findin
—
Melton & Pennell (1998) 4 L, NR | The life skills participants had
n =335 fewer rearrests (M=.34) after

program participation than before
the program (M=.89), NS.

In a one year follow up, the life
NR skills group had fewer rearrests
{M=.34) than the control group
(M=.37), NS.

NR The life skills participants had

fewer reconvictions (M=.84) after
program participation than before
(M=1.8), NS.

NR In a one year follow up, the life
skills participants had more
reconvictions (M=.84) than the
control group (M=.79), NS.

Ross et al. (1988) 4 -.64 The life skills participants were
n=62 more likely to be reconvicted
following treatment (47.5%) than
the cognitive skills group (18.1%),
NT.

: The life skills participants were less
45 likely to be reconvicted following
- treatment (47.5%) than the
probation only group (69.5%), NT.

The life skills group was more
-.68 likely to receive sentences of
imprisonment following treatment
(11%) than the cognitive skills
group (0%), NT.

The life skills participants were less
48 likely to receive sentences of
imprisonment following treatment
(11%) than the probation only
|_group (30%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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Studies of Life Skills Training Programs and Recidivism
Showing Scientific Methods Score and Findings, con’t

Reviewed
Miller (1997)

& No. of cases

Evaluation Study Methods Score Effect
%

3
n=179-349

Size
——

19

12

-.004

Evaluation Study
Findin

In a one year follow up, the life
skills participants from the first
stage of the program had fewer
rearrests (19.1%) than the control
group (27.1%), NS.

In a one year follow up, the life
skills participants had fewer
reconvictions and pending charges
(21.5%) than the control group
(26.8%), NT.

In a one year follow up, the life
skills participants were more likely
to have pending charges or
reconvictions for violent offenses
(5.5%} than the control group
(5.4%), NT.

Miller (1995)

n="79

26

fewer rearrests (8.2%) during the
six month follow up than the
control group (16.7%), NT.

il
The life skills participants had “

Austin (1997)

n=917

.10

29

| Fewer life skills graduates were

recommitted to Dauphin County
Prison (DCP) (44%) than the
control group (49%), NT.

Of those returned to DCP, fewer
life skills graduates were returned
for a new offense (22.6%) than the
control group (35.8%), NT.

Note: NS = nonsignificant, S = significant, NT = no statistical test, NR = not reported.
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